SECTION 3

Comments Received on the Public Draft EA/IS
and Responses to Comments

3.1 Comments Received on the Public Draft EA/IS

The agencies distributed the Public Draft EA/IS on June 12, 2000, and provided a 30-day
period for public and agency review, which ended July 13, 2000. In addition, the agencies
conducted a public meeting on June 22, 2000, in Redding, California, at the Doubletree Hotel
to receive oral comments on the Public Draft EA/IS. Flipchart notes were taken at the
meeting.

Table 3-1 provides a list of those who submitted written and oral comments during the
public and agency Public Draft EA/IS review period, the organization represented by the
commentor (if applicable), the number assigned to each commentor, and the comment
numbers assigned to each comment within each letter or oral comment. Commentor’s
names from letters containing handwritten signatures were interpreted with the hope that
the interpretation was accurate, although in some cases the commentors’ signatures on the
comment letters were illegible.

TABLE 3-1
List of Commentors on the Public Draft EA/IS
Commentor
Commentor Number Comment Numbers Name/Agency
1 1-1 through 1-2 Bob & Cathy Hutchins
2 2-1 through 2-16 Donald R. Lamb
3 3-1 Donald R. Lamb
4 4-1 through 4-9 Steven B. McCarthy, McCarthy & Rubright, LLP
5 5-1 through 5-6 Walter P. McNeill, Attorney for Clear Creek CSD
6 6-1 through 6-7 Steven L. Evans, Friends of the River
7 7-1 through 7-4 John Merz, Chair, Board of Directors, Sacramento
River Preservation Trust
8 8-1 through 8-2 Elizabeth Brink, River Revival Coordinator
International Rivers Network
9 9-1 through 9-2 Richard Baumann
10 10-1 through 10-2 John C. Raine, New Hogan Lake Conservancy
1 11-1 through 11-4 Charles Kuhn, PE
Kuhn & Kuhn
12 12-1 through 12-2 Corley Phillips
13 13-1 through 13-2 Greg Engelbach
14 14-1 through 14-3 Valerie F. Olson
15 15-1 Traci Sheehan
16 16-1 through 16-4 Robert N. Ferroggiaro, Vice President, Federation of
Fly Fishers
17 17-1 Dr. Andrew Jones
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TABLE 3-1

List of Commentors on the Public Draft EA/IS

Commentor Number

Comment Numbers

Commentor
Name/Agency

18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

29

30
31

32
33

34
35
36

37
38
39

18-1 through 18-2
19-1 through 19-2
20-1
21-1 through 21-4
22-1 through 22-3
23-1 through 23-5
24-1 through 24-2
25-1 through 25-2
26-1 through 26-4
27-1
28-1

29-1 through 29-4

30-1 through 30-2
31-1

32-1 through 32-18
33-1 through 33-5

34-1 through 34-2
35-1
36-1

37-1 through 37-3
38-1 through 38-25
39-1

Kay Sullivan
Peggy Risch
Bob & Diane Madgic
Allen Harthorn
Curtis Knight, California Trout, Inc.
Melinda Brown
Eve Ladwig-Scott
Elizabeth Brink
Dianna Thrasher
Matt Richardson

Mike Bogue, President, Norcal Fishing Guides &
Sportsmen’s Association

Scott A. Zaitz, California Regional Water Quality
Control Board

Dave & Holli Swarts

Michael G. Mitchell, Economic Development Director,
City of Redding

John R. Williams

Amelia T. Minaberrigarai, Attorneys for Westlands
Water District

Dave & Holli Swarts
Larry Whitehead

Andrea Redamonti, California Department of
Transportation

Donald R. Lamb
Saeltzer Dam Public Meeting
Terry Roberts, State Clearinghouse

3.2 Responses to Comments on the Public Draft EA/IS

Individual responses to comments on the Public Draft EA/IS are presented in this section.
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l T
' Rsc:Lrsz:fTE“ o
Bob & Cathy Hutchins O3
16424 Clear Creek Road
Redding, CA 96001
(530) 2464272

June 30,-2000

Mr. Bufford Hoit

. Bureau of Reclamation
16349 Shasta Dam Bivd.
Shasta Lake, CA 96019

Re: Saeltzer Dam Removali
Dear Mr. Hoit:

This letter is in response to the environmental study for the removal of Saeltzer
Dam projecl. We own two properties at 16424 and 16422 Clear Creek Road. The
Townsend Fiat water ditch runs through our eleven acre parcel. Seven
households and our construction company are located in this immediate area.

The ditch artificiaily sustains a high water table that provides water to our fire
suppression reservoir and domestic drinking water welis for this parcel and the

1-1 adjacent residents. Although we are not against the removal of the dam for
environmental reasons, the lowering of the ground water table will leave us
without drinking water and fire suppression capabilities.

The deep wells in this area are either contaminated with sulfur or salt water.
Therefore drilling deep water wells is not an altemative option for providing

1-2 potable water. Prior to the removal of the ditch water, the parties invoived in the
removal must provide an adequate source of drinking and fire suppression water.

Your immediate attention to this matter is greatly appreciated and we will expect
to see a remedy to the probiem prior to any actions by the Bureau of
Reclamation.

Sincerely,

QM‘TW

Cathy Hutchins
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Letter from Bob and Cathy Hutchins Dated June 30, 2000

1-1

1-2

As noted on page 3-5 of the EA/IS, landowners may expect a decrease in
groundwater levels up to approximately 6.5 feet. The actual decrease at any
particular location is expected to vary, depending on geologic conditions, proximity
to the ditch, leakage along any particular stretch of ditch, and the proximity to other
sources of water (i.e., creeks and washes). It is unlikely that a drop of 6.5 feet will
lower groundwater levels below the screened depth of existing wells because
seasonal reductions in groundwater levels currently exist - notably when the ditch is
shut down in the late summer or early fall. Thus, well production is not expected to
noticeably change along the ditch. Further, homeowners near Clear Creek likely
have access to groundwater that is directly influenced by the creek itself. This will
provide a relatively high quality source of water for domestic use. Centerville
Community Services District (CSD) has also indicated that they may be able to
supply potable water to residences near Honeybee Road, offering another source of
water for nearby residences. However, homeowners will likely be required to pay
for water delivery, similar to other customers of Centerville CSD. Paying for water
service is not considered a significant impact.

Without information about the specific location and characteristics of the
commentor’s fire-suppression reservoir, it is impossible to determine the degree of
change expected at the reservoir. If the reservoir is directly filled with ditch water, it
will be dry following implementation of the project. If the pond fills during winter
storms or from groundwater discharge during the spring, it may be necessary to line
the pond to prevent seepage later in the season, or fill the pond with groundwater
from wells. These measures are consistent with measures necessary in other, similar
locations in the county, where homeowners must take precautionary measures to
alleviate fire danger; therefore, the removal of the ditch is considered a less-than-
significant impact.

As noted in response 1-1, a decrease in groundwater levels of up to approximately
6.5 feet is not considered a significant impact. Accordingly, no mitigation is required.
The decreased water levels are not anticipated to affect existing groundwater wells.
Individual ponds may need to be altered either through supplemental water from
wells or by reducing seepage rates in the bottom of the ponds, or both. Further, as
noted above, supplemental water, if needed, is available through installation of wells
or through annexation to a water purveyor. Without knowing the exact geology near
an individual well, it is impossible to determine whether sulfate concentrations will
change, because it is possible that water leaking from the ditch is also interacting
with the source of sulfur. Well owners currently experiencing noticeable
concentrations of sulfate will likely continue to have sulfate following the
implementation of the project. Drinking water from these wells is likely being
treated by an over-the-counter filtration system and will likely be treated following
project implementation. Therefore, the likely impact of the project on sulfate
concentrations in groundwater is less than significant.
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CH2M Hill

Michael A Urkov
Environmental Planner
2525 Airpark Drive
Redding, CA 96001-2443

Re: Sachizer DanvTownsend Flat Project

Pleasc axcuse my emotional approach to this issue. Chlymnth'havcwebemmememehwnsend
Ditch will be closed with this project. Weareapmpertyuwnerwnsswhichthecimbﬂowsandwchm
used and depended on the ditch for irrigation, ranching and demestic use, Although we do not have
a&klctedxigmstamcwatcrwetmebemauowedtousemewmrﬁncemmdtascofmemm.m
previcus ommdmh&cnﬁch&mymaﬂawmdwmgc.mnymr&dmum
the ares have and are usinsmemmddepmdonnfnrtheirdcnﬁﬁcuse.

Todaty was the firsttime T have seen the project repor and bave Id only a shortthme to review ic. 1t is my
anderstanding you must have all comments by tomotraw, July 14, 2000. With this in mind I submiit the
following comments and questions:

Negative Declamation; page xiil, d. The projest will not have environmental effccts what will cause
mmmm:seeﬁmmmmmmnmmmy... Stand in my shocs and say not
having the watex will not effect us!

Page 1-9; # 4. Terminats Water Delivery to the Ditch

The TFWDC woﬂdbemsponsibhformmmmandwouldsaﬂsfychims,ifmy, eic.
Iandmanyothuxmidcmshsvemdam forwsrdhgclnims.wmloflhemsemmt,wiﬂitberclinquishcd,
wﬂlth:ditchbcﬁﬂedmdlcvdedasitwasbeﬁmﬁ\cditch?

ho
N

Ve Wentn Wantn Wty

Section 2.1; paragraph two, Ii appears the shireholders are being adequately compensated and cared for.
The$2+m:i]1ionwiu‘uuyalotofooopemﬁun.mapdcempayforanabandunedwamdismThis
mdmcygetthzwmerrigmsthmughanothumahodanyway. Pe:hapsCCSDmuscthzirsharewmﬁdc
domsdcwmumth:mwhcrcthclaw-inmmeﬁmﬂimﬁwmhdilch

3.5: Table 3-1; many of these species live in the ditch or ir ponds near the ditch and will be cffected when
the water shuts off. Mysmshsvem@tm&omtheﬁtchq:to 17" long. Where does it say in the
repo:twhatwi]lmllylnppcnmaﬂthescﬂsh.

3.1.2.2 Baviromnental Consequences. Pamgraph two;
Directhupacrstovegﬂaﬁonalongtheditchmdi.[ﬁmmoquannfy. So, spend some time on and argund
the ditch and see what you leam. Tt bas fis own. enviromment which will be lost! Quantify that before yon
mmizﬁmmmmwﬁmnm,mmmmmmmm
2.5 26yearswimequipmmtamﬂmewmnwuanyhﬂﬁddemmmmyuﬂhediwhlmdsﬁwt
< andonhgrsehackoverﬂzmléycarsthlmksﬂowuywitsmdlsdiﬂ‘ml!
ngmphﬁvc;Nowhereinthcmpmtduesitspﬁkm our ranch, our cattle, and our irigation systern for
three acres of sucalyptus trees supplemesticd by the Farm Burcau. No where does it speak to the residents
whcdcpenc!onmcdhnhforﬂmmmicuse.Nowhﬁedmitdmwchﬂ&mmdgmdchﬂdrm‘s
nseofthe:ﬁlchforrmﬂionandﬁm.Guesswca:emtpmtoflhn(ﬁtchcommﬁty.

2-6 { Figure 3-2; This does not depict ar idetify all the ponds and pashures in this azea. Whare are the pictures
ofthcpondswhichwilldryupwimmelawe:ingofthslevelbyé.S‘

Page 3-21

2.7 3J.ZGmundwatzzNowha'eisahiggie.thedncsitsaymostofthnweﬂsmthemmmuufsulﬁu
and the average inflow is about 1.5 gallons per mimute, True, our well gromdwater level is gbout §° and we
have some sulfirr, bot it is stifl one of the better wells. Wit effcct is the closing going to really bave on
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Letter from Donald R. Lamb, Undated

2-1

2-2

2-4

One of the intents of the environmental document, as defined by National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA), is to identify impacts that a project may have on the environment. Analyses
included in the document concluded that, although the project will affect the
environment, human-related impacts such as existing land use will not change
because other nearby areas have similar land use characteristics without access to the
Townsend Ditch. Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that land use near the ditch
will continue if the ditch no longer diverted water. Further, supplemental sources of
water are available through management of winter water, development of additional
wells or storage for water from wells, or through direct purchase from a local water
purveyor.

Claims relating to the ditch are partially addressed in the agreements signed by the
Townsend Flat Water Ditch Company (TFWDC) shareholders and the U.S. Bureau of
Reclamation (Reclamation) and California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG).
The agreements are included as Appendix C of this document. Management of the
ditch is not part of the Proposed Project. Currently, no plans exist to alter the ditch.

There is no requirement to use proceeds from the agreement for a specific purpose.

The list of species in Table 3-1 does not include threatened or endangered species
that are afforded additional protection under either the federal Endangered Species
Act (ESA) or the California Endangered Species Act (CESA). Many of these species,
such as largemouth bass and green sunfish, are non-native species that have been
introduced to the area. These species prey upon listed salmonid species, and
removing these species from areas that contain listed salmonids will be beneficial.
When the ditch is dewatered, any fish within the ditch will likely die unless attempts
to rescue these fish are made. The ditch has been shut down in the past for
maintenance purposes, and fish mortalities have not been a problem during these
instances. The CDFG constructed a fish screen at the entrance to the ditch to prevent
native salmonid species from access to the ditch. However, the screen has been
ineffective in past years, and some salmonid species may have entered the ditch on
occasion. During the summer, water temperatures in the ditch are typically too
warm to support coldwater species such as trout.

Surveys of the ditch were conducted by a qualified botanist and biologist during the
spring of this year (see page 3-9). As described on page 3-11, impacts to plant
communities currently present along the ditch will vary depending upon site-
specific conditions. In general, some areas along the ditch that currently support
wetland and riparian habitat will likely trend towards more mesic conditions that
support upland vegetation, while other areas, where hydrologic conditions permit,
will remain relatively unchanged. Increased flows in lower Clear Creek downstream
of Saeltzer Dam will improve riparian and wetland habitats in that area and thus
benefit native fish and wildlife species. Because the TFWDC is at liberty to cease
water diversions through the ditch at any time, those vegetation communities that
exist along the ditch are always under some risk. The project, by preserving flows in

RDD/003671672.DOC (CAH804.DOC) 37



COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE PUBLIC DRAFT EA/IS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Letter from Donald R. Lamb Continued

2-6

2-7

3-8

lower Clear Creek, will provide permanent conditions that are favorable for creation
and maintenance of riparian and wetland vegetation.

Section 3.8 discusses current land use and policies for the project area. Figure 3-7
includes the location of your parcel along the Townsend Ditch. Implementation of
the Proposed Project will not impact existing land use designations. Residences and
businesses that currently benefit from water seepage or unpermitted use of the water
provided by the ditch will need to seek an alternate supply of water from another
source. Potential sources include Centerville CSD, Anderson-Cottonwood Irrigation
District (ACID), or wells.

The ditch is managed to provide water to the lands noted on Figure 3-2. The figure
was developed based on information provided by TFWDC. Other direct diverters of
the ditch were assumed to not be permitted water users and were not included on
the figure.

Figure 3-2 depicts only those pastures and ponded areas that are within the
established place of use for legally permitted water that is transported through the
Townsend Ditch. As stated on page 3-25, the maximum expected drop in
groundwater levels is approximately 6.5 feet. The amount of drop in groundwater
will vary at specific locations depending on soil characteristics, geology, and water
inflow patterns.

The occurrence of sulfur in groundwater is typically a result of the interaction of
groundwater with naturally occurring sulfate materials such as gypsum or pyrite.
Gypsum or pyrite may be present in local geology, resulting in dissolved sulfate in
well water. Without knowing the exact geology near an individual well, it is
impossible to determine whether sulfate concentrations will change, because it is
possible that water leaking from the ditch is also interacting with the source of
sulfur. Well owners currently experiencing noticeable concentrations of sulfate will
likely continue to have sulfate following the implementation of the project. Drinking
water from these wells is likely being treated by an over-the-counter filtration system
and will likely be treated following project implementation. Therefore, the likely
impact of the project on sulfate concentrations in groundwater is less than
significant.
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2-7
cont'd

2-8

2-11

<

P

thcscvuylowvoiumcweﬂs?%isadiﬁemhlmandmblem!Laslookinr.otl'lisissuca
little closer please.

Page 3-2%; The catire discussion is about the Jevel going down 6.3° which may not seem like much, g
what will this do to the many littlé pot holes and ponds and some of the larger ones not mentioned What
wmmmmwmmmmcwnmmmewmﬁemﬂwmmmomemm
kingdom ismmmmmmmmmmm,mm skimk, raccoon, muskrat, beaver,
deer, fox, coyote, jack rabbits, cottomtail rabbits, tarn owls, hoot owls, great homed owis, red tail hawik,
wood ducks, mallards, Canadian, hondoors, atc. Mare than ever they will be crossing Clear Creek Road and
bedmgmuedmthekmymgummhﬂmmldnmbeﬁmathomghmdyofm
mmmmmamdmﬁmhmmﬂﬂmwﬂy.mhadmilmudoneﬁmn
Working for forMymimsmgﬂmchowmwﬁmﬂmryrepommmdimm
elements, This stinks of it!

3.3.1.1ccmdmmnmﬂymalmmmmmmmmmmm
ﬁdﬁumm&nwwmmmwmﬁmmmdmcmxﬁMmmﬁndw E
onﬁmdhmm:mdhwﬂlhcvmdiﬂiwltﬁnrthﬂnd&wmmdumsﬁcm‘ 1

3813 Agrimmue;lsuuragﬁaﬂuuejustmosmaﬂtndiscnss? We have provide many livestock to the
mﬁmmmmymdmma&rﬁngamlypm:omhﬁdmhnmﬁfmﬂmm Guess we just
do not count or will not without water.

3,821 bullet four; Conflict with residential, commercial or indusirial uses. Well, it conlicts with every
one of those mfmu.mmmmwamdmmmdﬁrhkmmﬁm
use in mamdfacturing concrete iteme. We cannot promise him the water now. There is a lurge new demand
for commucrcial water in the aew plants on Clear Creck Road. A visble water system wtilizing the ditch
could become prafitable for all. Yes it conflict with our residential use.

3.83 Nﬁﬁgaﬁnanmﬁguiﬁmimsmm&ecommmﬂymmﬁdpmd...mehzﬂmﬂy, it
impacts us and many other folks and the sntire population along sud near the difch, critters count .

3.9.11t's a visible landscape festare of our property and it all dopends on how and who's looking at it
That's a soIry pichse ofthedbchinmampurthnwabommwithallﬂ:cbmy’sinbloomorr';pening?

Section 7.0 Distribution List; mehowmmmandtwootherh@dmddﬂsewwmedm
are oot on the st The ditch dssects onr propesty and the Justicc's property. Neither of 1s were notified of
any mestings, Why? Whalmwehiding?TBeMcComellFm&ﬁmhasbmverymmnfmusemd
Ipostedthunal:ﬂeneqtminganoppomnitympaywithmnmynrdin:hmaimmmﬁnmnusesoon
aﬂermeyinhﬂiwdtthmmpmy.Thcyfzﬂadmam.

1 realize this is to litds too Iste but dam it lets do a thorough stady and state the facts. Pechaps we could
postpoueﬁeprojmﬂilettwse@n&msmcﬁedudpuhapsrevised

Ihzvei:ududedampyofaleﬁcrfotheMcComeﬂFounﬂlionmdlotsoffdks and perbaps i may bring
forward a few morc issues with the ditch closure. The Clear Cresk postion is a very good projoct but do we
have to clost another part of our eavironment 1o do it?

By the way, nowhere in the repot is the mention of the in our orea or the 30,000 Oricatals who
mmpednmhu&le!yu&hmmufﬁeMsmﬁamm&domﬂﬂﬁsbasigxﬁﬁwmw
segion. Nor does it mention the CDF using our pond for bolicopter dipping for fire control. 6.5 will
mmiﬂymaﬂow&wmdaﬂuththeﬁmmhﬂﬁmﬁsoﬂyafmmmhmmm&zwm
dipping pond,

Imﬁyommmmdlmmkyoufwymcﬁoﬂs.
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Letter from Donald R. Lamb Continued

2-8

2-9

2-10

2-11

2-12

2-13

2-14

As stated on page 3-25, the maximum expected drop in groundwater levels is
approximately 6.5 feet. The amount of drop in groundwater will vary at specific
locations depending on soil characteristics, geology, and water inflow patterns.
Ponded areas will continue to provide valuable wildlife habitat on a seasonal basis.
Increased flows in lower Clear Creek downstream of Saeltzer Dam will improve
riparian and wetland habitats benefiting native fish and wildlife species, including
threatened Central Valley spring-run chinook salmon and steelhead trout.

Centerville CSD has indicated that it may be feasible to supply potable water, if
available, to residences near Honeybee Road, offering another source of water
residences in the area. However, homeowners will likely be required to pay for
water delivery, similar to other customers of Centerville CSD. Paying for water
service is not considered a significant impact. Centerville CSD is currently
investigating sources of funding to offset the capital costs of extending service to
these residences, if the residences are eligible. These third-party sources are existing
federal and state programs for utility improvements.

As noted in Response 2-1, human-related impacts were analyzed by comparing
existing uses in the area with other, similar land uses in the region. Livestock and
firewood harvesting are viable in similar areas in the county without access to the
ditch; therefore, it is assumed that these land uses will be viable after diversions to
the ditch cease.

Please see Response 2-10. The potential for alternative uses of ditch water in the area
was not considered as part of the analysis. As noted previously, alternative sources
of water are expected to be available to landowners in the area. Existing land use is
not expected to change following implementation of the project.

The public review period is intended to solicit input on the project and the
anticipated impacts of the project. If new information or substantial evidence is
presented outlining the need to re-evaluate impacts of the project, the impact
statements will be changed accordingly. To date, no such evidence has been
presented; therefore, the impact statements stand with the revisions noted in Table 2-
1 of this document.

Figure 3-8C was included in the document to demonstrate a view of the ditch from a
publicly accessible vantage point. The figure also presents vegetative assemblages
along the ditch.

Public outreach activities for this project have exceeded the requirements of both
NEPA and CEQA. The distribution list was taken from an existing mailing list used
for the Clear Creek Coordinated Resource and Management Planning Group
(CRMP). The lead agencies also published press releases for local news agencies,
held a public meeting to solicit input from the public, and made electronic copies
available on the internet. Additionally, the project has been the subject of several
local news articles and features. It was not the intent of the lead agencies to omit
interested parties from any distribution list. Copies of the document were made
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Letter from Donald R. Lamb Continued

available to all parties requesting them. Please see Summary of Project History and
Public Involvement (Appendix E).

2-15  The cultural resources field survey focused on the area immediately surrounding the
dam area. This is the only part of the project that will be subject to ground-disturbing
activities that will have the potential to impact cultural resources. The final Cultural
Resources report is included in this document as Appendix B.

2-16  Thank you for your comment. Please see Response 1-1 for additional discussion of
potential impacts to ponds in the area.
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7508 Honeybee Rd.
Redding, CA 96001

(530) 244-0316

Adtach:

3-14

e R TR NI L
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Letter from Donald R. Lamb Continued
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Mz Connell Foundation Y
200 Shasia View Dr, —_

Redding, Ca 96002
Regarding : Townsend Flat Irrigation Ditch

Tuly 13, 2000

Dear Sir or Madim,

MyvishnofthsMchcﬂFomdaﬁunhasbeenavcryﬁwmbhmpuﬁmlaﬂyinﬁghtd‘anﬂw
positive things the Foundation has dons far cur community. [ am now dealing in an issue, which is contrary
to the benefit of mony of the inhabitants in the Clear Creek ares, particularly the Townsend Flat irrigation
ditch area.

M.r.RichrdGmmanmbmafthehﬁpﬁmdisﬂiﬂaﬂowadaﬂofthcmﬁd:msdmgmemw
use the watcr for domestic use and every one was well awars of this use for many yeurs. He aiso alowed
our family the vse of a 2-inch line to keep onr pond filled for imigating 3 encalyptus otchard on our
property. Im&eMemmwemmmmmmﬂmumk@mymhydmmm
adjucated righte to the water butt it conld be an interesting legal contest 1o say the least. Our livestack and
ompgdemsor‘sﬁv&ckhavemd&isdﬂchmfm&hhngformﬂnn#om.

Since Mr. M:‘sduﬁumdwhaequmtdomﬁondhismwﬁutnh?ommﬁmmmbmmy
Tumors regarding the closarc and eradication of fhe ditch and now we bear it is going to happen as early as
Scptember of this year. News artictes indicate the Foundation is selfing thee irrigation, district to the Burem
of Reclamation for over two million dollars. [ am sure Mr. Gore wonld be scriously pursuing not closing
mccﬁmhbmh&a,muldbelmhngfmmyawimmimvalmwthecommity.Wehsdmny
discussions along these lines over coffec and while searching the brush for cach other's Hvestock.

This irrigation district has provided a source of recreational, industrial and domestic nse for the inhabitarts
along its banks, This arca has very litthe potable water in its wells and the ditch has provided a
supplementel and in some cases the anly domestic source of potable water for some of the individuals.
Serae of the individual are on very low fixed incomes and can not afford to purchase domestic water or
have new wells drilled New wells in most cases will not provide useable water anywary so if they could
afford these wells they tmay not be productive.

My last but by now means lenst issne with closing the ditch is the environmental impact to natyre and the
uﬁmwﬂdﬁwhhmaﬁ&cmmmﬂmmmmm 100 years of
existence. The supposed basis for all of this is to eliminate the dam which transitions the water to the ditch
topmvid:bﬁte‘rspnwningmdsfmmlmnwhichl’mmisawmhycausemdwillhelpthnmof
our envircament, Ab, but the cost, what of the millions of fish which hive in the ditch now, the frops, the
tupekrats, the beaver and the land animals such as deer, fox and bobeat, What of the birds, this is a major
fly way and nesting for many ducks (especially wood dncks), hawiks, quail, torkey and agin the list of
species could go on forever.

These are a few of the emotional issues, which all of the inhabitants af the area are feeling and they are
ral ’
Now lets get to the issues which I would appreciatc an answer:

1. Wiy weren't the residents (taxpayers) along the ditch ferzally notified of the “Pablic Hearings”
rogarding these issues and the proposed closure of the ditch?

2. 'Where is the environmental inpact statement regarding the closure of the ditch and the entire Clear
Creck Seltzer Dam remaval? ‘
What is the role of the Bureau of Reclamation and why arc they purchasing a water ditch system which
is being abandoned and will become ugcless?

4.  What is the role of the California Fish aud Game in al of this and what are their concerns for the effect
on the other fich and game along this diteh’s banks?
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Letter from Donald R. Lamb Dated July 13, 2000

This is not a comment on the EA/IS.
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5. Why aren't theve some positive plans to deal with the issucs such as providiog an alternate source of
domestic water 10 the local residents through the Centerville Water Districts system? (1'm surc the $2
million would more than covar the cost).
What happened to 1he plan to simply move the intake ypstream and configue the irrigation source?
Why can’t this system be improved to provide a real water district to the Clear Creek area? There are
many new industrial developments which conld benefit significantly from 2 good sowrce of water 2n
this will help this development and increase the tax base for all of Shasta County. Much of the land
could be further developed for agricultural porpose’s if such a system existed. The current ditch usage
has never exceeded 55% of the allocation 8o the water is available, Make a real usage district as it
WEre. -
s ut are the plans for physically closing the ditch and removing it from existence, how will you treat
my land in this process and wimt are yonr plans for mitigating the damage you will cause as you alose
the ditch?

bl ol

I inderstand and am sympathetic with the Foundation™s dasire to rid itsell of the possible lisbilities
comxecied with the ditch and the dan, ¥ also undersiand the “zpparent gifting of $2 miflion +* and the
Foundatiops potentisl for use of this moncy. The issues I can’t understand is the apparent process to ram

Why isn't the McComiell Foundation taking a positive role in a community project md working towards a
beneficial solution to these issue and a more beneficial resnit for the entire comunmity. This could be done

by:

1. Supportand assist in providing a domestic water system for the inhebitants of the aren,

2. Support a program to keep the ditch “ALIVE” as a part of the Bureau of Reclamation and enhagce the
use to more individuals and siness's along the Clear Creek Road/Creek area.

1 first wrote M, Allred { McConnell Foundation councif) regarding our concerns in these matters some two
10 three years ago with no remm response. I sincerely hope you will give us the courtesy of 2 response this
time. ] apprecialc any effort oa your pert to respond to our concetns. Thank you. ©

Sincersly,

Donald R, Lamb
7508 Honeybee Rd
Redding, Ca 96001
(530) 244-0316

cc: Fedoral Burean of Reclaimation
California Stale Departmeni of Fish and Game
Rep Wally Herger
Scnator Diagme Feinstien
State Assemblyman Dick Dickerson
State Senator Maorice Johanneson
Trwin Fust, Shasta County Board of Supervisors
Hutching Paving and engineering
Biill Davis
Dave Justice
Redding Searchligit
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Letter from Donald R. Lamb Continued
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STEVEN 8 MCCARTHY MCCARTHY & RUBRIGHT, LLP

SCOTT £ RUBRICHT* ATTORNEYS AT LAW TEL{5300 S27-0213
100 RIO STREET, PO. BOX 190 FAX (530} 5277641

wsa:‘:::::cc:&rm RED BLUFF, CALIFORNIA 96080-0130 i |Tﬂllml.n=|

“ALIG ADMITTED 1N
COLORADD AND WYOMING

July 11, 2000

California Department of Fish & Game
Attn: Don Koch

Regional Manager

601 Locust St.

Redding, CA 96001

U.S. Bureau of Reclamation fILEs
Attn: Beuford Holt

16349 Shasta Dam Blvd.

Shasta Lake, CA 96019

Re:  Joint Environment Assessment/Initial Study Public Draft
Sagltzer Dam .
Fish passage and flow protection project, June 2000

Dear Mr. Koch and Mr. Holt:
INTRODUCTION

The undersigned represents John Steiner and other property owners similarly situated in the
Townsend Ditch drainage area below Saclizer Dam on Clear Creek in Shasta County. It is the
purpose of this letter to confinm in writing comments made at the public hearing held at the Red
Lion Inn on June 22, 2000 relating to the captioned document. We had requested at that public
meeting that the lead agencies extend the deadline for comments so all of the interested and
affected parties would have sufficient opportunity to review the referenced document and to
permit the lead agencies sufficient time to structure adequate mitigation measures to compensate
for the effects of the de-watering the Townsend Ditch. It was reported at the June 22, 2000
meeting that the lead agencies expect to de-water the Townsend Ditch on or about August 9,
2000. Such federal and state action will have a significant environmental impact on the various
ecosystems which have been built up over the past 97 years during which the Townsend Ditch
has carried water year in and year out. The referenced envitonmental assessment utterly fails to
address the significant impacts on the various ecosystems of the de-watering of the Ditch and it
is now clear that a negative declaration cannot be supported and a full environmental impact
statement is required by both NEPA and CEQA.
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Letter from McCarthy & Rubright, LLP Dated July 11, 2000

4-1 It has been determined that additional time is not necessary to review comments on
the EA/IS. In the absence of substantial evidence documenting a flaw in the analyses
or new information not previously available, no additional time will be required.

4-2  No significant impacts to ecosystems have been identified in the EA/IS.

Section 3.1 of the EA /IS addresses impacts to the ditch ecosystems and concludes
that there would be no significant impacts because removal of the ditch would
return existing wetland to a more natural state (from a perennial emergent wetland
to a seasonal emergent wetland), and be offset by increased flows in the creek which
would enhance riparian and wetland habitats.
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California Department of Fish & Game
Attn: Don Koch

July 11, 2000

Page 2

OVERVIEW

The Joint Environmental Assessment fails to address many sensitive environmental conditions
which will be irreparably damaged if Townsend Ditch is completely de-watered as proposed.
Mitigation measures are available but have not been included in the Environmental Assessment
Report. The law requires that specific mitigation measures be developed and adopted prior to
rather than following project approval. The Townsend Ditch has had water flowing through it
continuously for the past 97 years, during which time an ecosystemn has developed which is
dependent on this water flow. The de-watering of the Townsend Ditch is estimated by the
Environmental Assessment Report to have the effect of lowering the water table in the area
served by the Townsend Ditch 6 and one-half feet. A more likely scenario is 10 feet. This is a
significant impact to the ecosystem and many species and fauna will thereby lose their habitat

forever. Species at risk include the red and yellow-legged frog, the Northwest Pond Turtle, deer,
4-4 < cougars, waterfowl, eagles, osprey, and the Little Willow Flycatcher; flora and fauna at risk
include willows, pines, and the Valley Elderberry Longhom Bestie. The Environmental
Assessment Report gives no analysis to these real and significant impacts from the de-watering
of the Townsend Ditch but focuses only on the construction site near Saeltzer Dam. As such, the
Environmental Assessment is defective on its face and under the law is inadequate to support a
\_ negative declaration.

~

DISCUSSION

(~  The most obvious mitigation measure is to retain some water flow through the Townsend Ditch.
Pursuant to the agreement in principal for the Saeltzer Dam Fish Passage Project between the
U.8. Bureau of Reclamation and the Townsend Flat Water Ditch Company dated March 19,
2000, sufficient residual water should be available for this purpese. The memorandum of
understanding, which was required to be prepared to address water supplies with respect to the

4-5 < proposed purchase by the federal government from the McConnell Foundation (an 85 percent
owner of the Townsend Water District water) of its water rights for the sum of $2.5 million
should be instructive. This federal action removing water from the Ditch in and of itseif requires
an EIR. The McConnell Foundation is a 501(c}3) tax-exempt public benefit corporation and as
such should be willing to participate in reasonable mitigation measures notwithstanding any
water rights issues.

-

The state and federal action in de-watering the Townsend Ditch creates a substantial or
potentially substantial adverse change in the physical conditions of the area swrounding the ditch
4-6 < and the ecosystems that have relied on that water for the past 97 years. In determining the
- significance of a potential environmental affect, a lead agency must consider both primary
(direct) and secondary (indirect) affects. The de-watering of the Townsend Ditch will have the

\_ immediate affect of lowering the water table in the area 6 and one-half to 10 feet. This will dry
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Letter from McCarthy & Rubright, LLP Continued

4-3

4-5

4-6

The commentor does not present specific examples of sensitive environmental
conditions that will be “irreparably damaged.” The EA/IS analyzed environmental
conditions associated with the ditch. The cessation of water flow in the ditch is not
anticipated to result in significant impacts; therefore, no mitigation is required.
Qualified professionals conducted analyses in a variety of fields. Barring new
information or substantial evidence documenting a flaw in the analyses, the analyses
presented in the EA /IS will remain unchanged.

It is unclear how the commentor derives a reduction in groundwater levels of 10 feet.
Again, in the absence of new information or substantial evidence, the analyses in the
EA /IS will remain unchanged.

Botanical and biological surveys were conducted by qualified professionals within
habitats adjacent to the Townsend Ditch and were not limited to the construction
area at Saeltzer Dam. Implementation of the Proposed Project will not significantly
impact special-status species that occur within the project area, including those areas
adjacent to the ditch. Please refer to Section 3.1.1 Fisheries, Section 3.1.2 Vegetation,
Table 3-2, Section 3.1.4 Wildlife, and Table 3-4 for additional clarification.

As noted previously in Responses 4-2 and 4-3, no significant impacts have been
identified; therefore, no mitigation is required. “Residual water” cited by the
commentor will not be available from Saeltzer Dam following its removal because it
is the diversion point for water supplies in the ditch. The McConnell Foundation is
not a lead or participating agency as defined by CEQA, and is not obligated to
participate in funding aspects of the project. The parties to the agreement are
TFWDC, Reclamation, and CDFG.

The EA/IS considered both direct and secondary effects of the project, and no
significant impacts were identified. As outlined in Section 3.1 (page 3-12) of the
EA/IS,

“The emergent wetland would also be subject to change in vegetation.
Though wetland characteristics would remain (due to the depth of the
feature and surrounding groundwater levels), this feature would change
from a perennial emergent to a seasonal emergent wetland. Changes to
riparian and wetland communities that would occur as a result of eliminating
the water diversion through the Townsend Ditch would be offset through
increased bypass flows in lower Clear Creek. Increased bypass flows would
provide better conditions and higher and more stable flow in the lower 6
miles of Clear Creek that would benefit establishment of natural riparian and
wetland habitats.”

Thus, the removal of the ditch will return existing wetland to a more natural,
seasonal state and be offset by increased flows in the creek. The reduction in
groundwater levels is not anticipated to affect geology in the area. Gravel excavation
is governed more by economic conditions dictating the value of gravel than the
depth of groundwater. The Shasta Mosquito and Vector Control District has
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Letter from McCarthy & Rubright, LLP Continued

indicated that the project is not anticipated to affect mosquito control efforts in the
area (Audie Butcher, pers. comm. with Tim Carlton/ CH2M HILL).
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California Department of Fish & Game
Attn: Don Koch

July 11, 2000

Page 3

¢~ up existing wetlands forcing wildlife, special species, and the area’s flora and fauna to be
jeopardized. The lowering of the water table will also affect the geology of the area by creating
a greater area from which the present gravel operators can excavate gravel. Additional gravel
excavation will increase noise and air pollution. The decreased water table also will result in
4-6 < many ponds drying to shallow ppols which wiil become breeding grounds for mc!squ-itoes and
other vectors. The subject environmental assessment utterly fails to address this significant
impact and further fails to indicate any contact whatsoever with the Shasta County Vector
Control Department. Again, the law requires that mitigation measures be developed and adopted
\_  Pprict to rather thar. following project approval.

cont'd

[ There is aiso an economic and human impact of the de-watering of the Ditch and the consequent
drop in the water table. Mr. Steiner has a water sports lake which is enhanced by the Townsend
Ditch and which will be reduced to a stagnant pond if the Ditch is de-watered. Mr. Steiner uses
the lake under a permit with the City of Redding to give lessons te young people in a safe,
hazard-free environment. He draws clientele from both Shasta County and out of the area, which
assists the local economy. Mr. Steiner’s lake also supports a wide variety of trophy bass fishing
with sport fisherman coming from out of the area to fish this lake. The de-watering of the
Townsend Ditch and the consequent reduction in the water table will eliminate this recreational
environment. The reduced water table will also impact local residents who have domestic water
4-7 < wells. The domestic water wells are shallow due to the saline and sulfur conditions in deeper
wells. With the lowering of the water table, those domestic water wells will dry up leaving those
residents without potable water. Finally, the drying up of the many ponds in the area will
eliminate a big source of fire protection. Water from the area ponds was very helpful in
controiling the Happy Valley fire last season. Economiic and social change are pertinent in an
environmental assessment under CEQA when coupled with a physical change as we have here,
The lead agencies must analyze the cumulative effects of the many small impacts as well as any
adversity to humans. Here, the impact on recreation and the safe environment for children to
learn water sports is clearly an adverse human impact, ac is the loss of domestic water wells and
K fire protectien for long-term local residents.

The fundamental purpose of an EIR is to inform public agency decision makers and the public of
the potentially significant environmental effects of a project and to identify ways to minimize or
avoid those effects. It has been referred to as “an environmental alarm bell whose purpose is to
alert the public and its responsible officials to environmental changes before they have reached
ecological points of no return.” The preparation of an EIR is the key to environmental protection
under CEQA. Here the subject report fails to address substantial environmental changes. There
are mitigation measures available which, if implemented, would lessen the environmental
4-8 impacts of the de-watering of the Townsend Ditch on the surrounding ecosystems. At page 2-3
of the subject report, all proposed altematives are set aside to achieve “optimum fish passage
conditions.” This choice ignores the ecosystems created by the Townsend Ditch flows gver the
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Letter from McCarthy & Rubright, LLP Continued

4-7

The EA/IS determined that the existing land use in the area, including the water ski
park, will not be precluded by implementation of the project. The water ski park
currently uses tail water from TFWDC to artificially maintain a higher water surface
elevation, allowing for motorized water sports. If flows in the ditch cease, tail water
will also cease. Water in the ski pond percolates through the surrounding gravel
berms into neighboring gravel mining operations, generally varying in correlation
with the ditch. It is unclear how the bass are managed in the pond - whether they
are planted each year, or if they exist in the pond year-round. Any impacts to bass
will be offset by gains to the native anadromous fishery in Clear Creek.

The EA/IS notes that landowners in the area may need to supplement or better
manage water supplies following project implementation. These supplemental
measures are similar to those practiced at existing land uses elsewhere in the county.
Additionally, the water ski park may be able to purchase water directly from ACID.
Continuing operation of the water ski park as both a water ski park and a fishing
destination is therefore an economic issue related to the cost of water management.
The EA/IS determined that operation of the water ski park is not an environmental
issue. Please see Response 4-6 for a discussion of wildlife values associated with the
ditch.

Under the terms of the agreement between Reclamation, CDFG, and TFWDC, all
future claims against the ditch will be addressed by TFWDC. Water rights claims
following implementation of the project should be addressed to TFWDC. The EA/IS
has determined that the groundwater effects of the project are less than significant
and do not require mitigation.

RDD/003671672.DOC (CAH804.DOC) 3-27



COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE PUBLIC DRAFT EA/IS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

4-10

California Department of Fish & Game
Attn: Don Koch

July 11, 2000

Page 4

past 97 years, which flows have been relied upon by wildlife, special species, wetland habitat,
and the iike, and will now dry up and be forever lost. These substantial impacts must, under the
law, be mitigated.

With the excess water under the pre-1914 water rights retained by McConnell, supplying water
to the ditch, either from an upstream diversion or through some other conveyance such as the
ACID Ditch is feasible and the issues raised herein can be mitigated. At the June 22, 2000
public meeting, one of the people from the California Department of Fish and Game indicated
that approximately 1,076 acre feet per year of water seeps through the Townsend Ditch
supporting the existing water table. If these calculations are accurate, then this quantity of water
should be made available to flow through the Ditch.

CONCLUSION

Based on the foregoing, the foint Environmental Assessment/Initial Study is inadequate, does not
legally support a negative declaration and a full environmental impact statement must be
prepared. - John Steiner and the similarly affected landowners do not oppose removal of Saeltzer
Dam, but they do oppose the utter failure of the agencies to propose and adopt specific
mitigation measures to address the real and substantial environmental impact which results from
the de-watering of the Townsend Ditch.

Very truly yours,

McCARTHY & RUBRIGHT, LLP

SBM\pp

ce: John Steiner
Jack Reese on behalf of the Centerville Water District
Lee Salter on behalf of McConnell Foundation
Mona Jeffries of the Bureau of Reclamation, Sacramento Office
Michael Warren, City of Redding
Senator Maurice Johannessen
Leonard W. Wingate, Redding City Attorney
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Letter from McCarthy & Rubright, LLP Continued

4-9  Following implementation of the project, diversions from Saeltzer Dam will no
longer be possible. Unintentional seepage is not considered a beneficial use by the
State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB); thus, landowners benefiting from
seepage from the ditch are not entitled to continued supplies under California water
law. Further, the EA /IS determined that the reduction in groundwater will not
preclude existing land use, resulting in a less than significant impact. Mitigation is
not required to offset groundwater impacts.

4-10 Based on careful consideration of the facts presented in the commentor’s letter, there
is not substantial evidence or new information sufficient to change the analyses
presented in the EA/IS.
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Communsty Services District

5880 Onk Strent
Audderson, Califorain 06007-9216

Fax: (916} 3573723
Teiephawe: (316} 3572121

July 13, 2000

California Department of Fxsh and Game HAND DELIVERED
Attn. Don Koch

Regional Manager

601 Locust Street

Redding, CA 96001

COMMENT ON:  PROPOSED FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT AND
NEGATIVE DECLARATION FOR THE SAELTZER DAM FISH .
PASSAGE AND FLOW PROTECTION PROJECT

Dear Mr. Koch:

I am the general legal counse! for Clear Creek Commumty Services District,
Unfortunately Clear Creek CSD was not included on the distribution list for the
Joint Environmental Assessment/Initial Study for the Saeltzer Dam Fish Passage
and Flow Protection project. I obtained my copy of the document only on July 10
after inadvertently learning about it through the Bureau of Reclamation web site.
Obviously there has been no opportunity or time for review of the document by
Clear Creek’s Board or its general manager, Since the comment period closes July
14, I will nonetheless offer the following commients on behalf of the District, which
are mainly in the form of questions.

While Clear Creek CSD supports the improvement of salmon spawning
habitat resulting from removal of the Saeltzer Dam, some questions arise from the
agreements for water exchange and in-stream flows, and the increased releases to
Clear Creek for flow enhancement, that are an integral part of the project. The
EA/Initlal Study references (page 1-7) a water exchange agreement between
Reclamation and the Townsend Flat Water Ditch Company (TFWDC) for 6,000 acre
feet of substitute CVP water for use within Shasta County, and both an existing
informal agreement among Reclamation/USFWS/NPS and a future agreement
between Reclamation and USFWS for flow refeases in Clear Creek and usage of
Section 3406(b)(2) for flow releases in the future (see page 3-21). There is also

Serring tbe Conhahnity of Happy Valley
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L UL13-00 THU 18:46  Led CFFICES WALT MMEILL  FAX NO. 5302228832 P.03
California Department of Fish and Game ' July 13, 2000
Attn. Don Koch, Regional Manager Page2

Comment: Saeltzer Dam Fish Pagsage and Flow Protection Project

-identification of recommended increased releases to Clear Creek for flow
enhancement to meet AFRP objectives (page 3-19). These factors potentially impact
both the water supply and facilities owned /operated by Clear Creek CSD, but it is
unclear to what degree. ' :

. Clear Creek CSD owns and operates the water filtration plant which take.
water from the Whiskeytown Reservoir and delivers it through the
Muletown Conduit; and the District also has contractual responsibility for
operation of the Muletown Conduit, requiring permission from the District
(along with Reclamation) for any new usage or other matter affecting
operation of the Conduit. According to the EA/Initial Study, under the
exchange agreement the TFWDC (85% McConnell Foundation & 15%
Centerville CSD) would zeceive 6,000 acre feet of substitute CVP water {page 1-
7), with 900 acre feet allocated to Centerville CSD and the remaining 5,100 acre
feet available to the McConnell Foundation. It is clearly anticipated that the
900 acre feet for Centerville CSD would come through the Muletown Conduit
(this would be accommodated through the existing agreement between Clear

(" Creek CSD and Centerville CSD). However, it is unclear whether anticipated

usage of the 5,100 acre feet in Shasta County by the McConnell Foundation is

anticipated to be taken from the Muletown Conduit -- which carries the CVP

water that otherwise would flow down Clear Creek and would seem to be the

5-1<  logical conveyance of exchange water. If the Muletown Conduit is
contemplated as the source of exchange water, Clear Creek CSD and the
McConnell Foundation would need to negotiate an agreement and consi:«
the impacts of any modified usage of facilities owned or operated by the

\_ District.

v Under the contemplated agreement between Reclamation and USFWS

additional water for release to Clear Creek would be made available under
Section 3406(b)(2) of the CVPIA. “In years when less than 6,000 acre feet is
delivered to the TFWDC, USFWS and Reclamation would calculate the
amount of (b)(2) water necessary to prevent impacts to other CVP water users,
and the USFWS would transfer that amount of (b}(2) water to Reclamation
for release to Clear Creek.” (page 3-21, emphasis added.) This statement raises
two questions of concern to Clear Creek C5D. (1) Since Clear Creek CSD is the
CVP water user primarily impacted by changes in water releases (see
additional comments below), it is important to know what criteria USFWS

5.2 and Reclamation would use “to prevent impacts to other CVP water users.”
The District would submit that (b)(2) water should be supplied before any
shortage conditions are applied to the District’s contract water quantity as a
result of releases to the creek for in-stream flows. There is no discussion or -
explanation in the EA/Initial Study of the threshold for preventing impacts
to CVP water users. (2) The implication of the statement seems to be that
impacts may occur to CVP water users when less than 6,000 acre feet is

5-3 delivered to TFWDC, in the context of the McConnell Foundation’s stated
intentions that (for the time being) its 5,100 acre foot allocation would be used
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Letter from Clear Creek Community Services District Continued

5-1  If the McConnell Foundation chooses to move its exchange water through the
Muletown Conduit, that exchange will be subject to future environmental review
and will need to be conducted in cooperation with affected water purveyors.
Currently, such an exchange has not been proposed. As noted on page 1-7 of the
EA/IS, the McConnell Foundation’s share will likely be designated as environmental
water until a willing buyer is identified. If the McConnell Foundation chose to
deliver water through the Muletown Conduit, it would be for deliveries to either the
Centerville CSD or Clear Creek CSD, and would be subject to future environmental
and administrative review.

5-2  The agreement signed by Reclamation, CDFG, and TFWDC is intended to result in
no net change to CVP water supplies. The Proposed Project does not affect CVP
water supplies. If potential impacts to CVP resources exist as a result of releases to
Clear Creek, water will be taken from (b)(2) supplies. Therefore, any impacts to CVP
supplies would be accounted for in environmental documentation relating to
implementation of (b)(2) water and CVPIA. For additional information, please see
the Programmatic EIS for CVPIA implementation.

5-3  Asnoted on page 1-6 of the EA/IS, the McConnell Foundation has stated that its
share will be made available to willing buyers within the county. It is likely that
willing buyers will consist of CVP customers that cannot meet demand with future
CVP supplies. Therefore, the McConnell Foundation supplies will likely supplement
CVP supplies within the county at some point in the future. Please see Response 5-2
for a discussion of the project’s relationship to (b)(2) water supplies.
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California Department of Fish and Game July 13, 2000
Atta. Don Koch, Regional Manager Paged

Comment: Saeltzer Dam Figh Passage and Flow Protection Project

(~ for in-stream flow maintenance. Will impacts occur immediately to “c:*
CVP water users” if the McConnell Foundation water is not devoted to in-
stream flows? Is the amount of {(b)}(2) water contémplated under the future
agreement between USFWS and Reclamation capped at 6,000 acre feet? 1f
5-3< zero to 6,000 acre feet has potential impact on “other CVP water users,”

cont’d and/or the commitment for (b)(2) water is limited to 6,000 acre feet, how do

Reclamation and USFWS propose to "prevent impacts to other CVP water

users” from the much higher guantities to be released for flow enhancement
- in Clear Creek (see comments below)?

. [ A troubling omission of the EA/Initial Study is its failure to discuss the
source of water and impacts of flow releases from Whiskeytown Dam
intended for flow enhancement in Clear Creek as identified in the
Anadromous Fish Restoration Program (AFRF). The removal of Saeltzer
Dam is the gateway to “provide access to an additional 10 miles of habitat
upstream of Saeltzer Dam,” so that “An additional 1,900 square feet of
chinook spawning habitat, and 206,000 square feet of steelhead trout spawning
habitat present upstream of the Dam would be made available during flow
releases of 200 cfs {Aceituno, 1985),” (see page 1-4.) Current flow releases
under a "tentative agreement” reached in 1963 between Reclamation, UL
and NPS, are for “50 ¢fs from January through October and 100 «fs from
November to December in normal water years and for raleases of 30 ¢fs from
January through October and 70 cfs for November and December in critical
water years.” (page 3-19.) To meet the objective of increased flow releases
from Whiskeytown Dam as identified in the AFRP, with the removal of
5-4 Saeltzer Dam “The current recommended releases from Whiskeytown Dam
to Clear Creek are 200 cfs from October to April and 150 cfs for the remainder
of the year with variable spring-time releases depending on water-year type.”
(page 3-19.) Conservatively this results in a diversion of 50,000 to 75,000 acre
feet of water to Clear Creek for flow enhancement, that otherwise would be
taken out of the Whiskeytown Reservojr through the Spring Creek Tunnel to
~ the Spring Creek Powerhouse just upstream of Keswick Dam gr be available
for delivery through the Muletown Conduit. Because this water runs to the
Sacramento River at the mouth of Clear Creek there is little if any Impact on
“downstream” users of CVP water. However, the commitment to flow
enhencement in combination with angoing demand for diversions through
the Spring Creek Tunnel potentially reduce the diversions that may be made
simultaneously through the Muletown Conduit. The brunt of this impact
would be bome by Clear Creek CSD. The question which is not addressec w.
discussed in the EA/Initial Study is: What is the magnitude of this impact,
\ and to what extent, if any, will it affect CVP water deliveries to Clear Creek

CsD?
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Letter from Clear Creek Community Services District Continued

5-4  The Proposed Project formalizes existing flow release patterns that have historically
been released downstream of Whiskeytown Dam. Page 3-21 of the EA/IS states that
as part of the project, CDFG, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and
Reclamation will enter into an Instream Flow Preservation Agreement to maintain
releases at current levels. Additional releases could be made through allocation of
water under Section 3406 (b)(2) of the CVPIA. However, such additional releases are
speculative at this point. For further discussion of the impacts of water management
following implementation of Section 3406 (b)(2) of the CVPIA, please refer to the
Programmatic EIS prepared for the CVPIA.
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- JLLaI300 THU IS LW CFRICES WALT MNEILL  FAK W0 6302228892 E
California Department of Fish and Game July 13, 2000 -
Attn, Don Koch, Reglonal Manager Page4

Comment: Saeltzer Dam Fish Passage and Flow Protection Project -

[, The potential impacts of water diversion for enhanced flows in Clear Creek
are greatly magnified by currently proposed flow requirements being
considered for the Trinity River. As you know, Whiskeytown Reservoir
essentially acts as a detention basin for the diversions from the Trinity River,
combined with the natural inflow from the Clear Creek watershed.
Assuming that Trinity River flow requirements are implemented at or near
proposed levels, the diversions to Whiskeytown Reservoir will be saverely
5-5 < reduced, restricting the net amount of water available to meet the increased
demand for diversion for outflows created by Clear Creek’s flow
enhancement. There is no discussion in the EA/Initial Study of the
combined effect of increased releases to Clear Creek for flow enhancement
with decreased inflow of Trinify River water to the Whiskeytown Reservoir.
_ Without further clarification of the potential cumulative impacts, it would
: appear that there is a real and substantial risk of impairment of the CVF water
N supply to Clear Creek CSD.

4 The EA/Initial Study states that impacts to public services and utilities would
be “significant” if they would “substantially impact local services or infrastructure.”
{page 3-28.) Uniess the above questicns can be addressed with clarifying data or
positive assurances that the project will not result in impairment of Clear Creek
5-6 < CSD’s CVP water supply and its ability to obtain a long-term renewal contract for the
full contract quantity of 15,300 acre feet, then one must conclude that the potential
impact is “significant.” At a minimum the EA/Initial Study should be revised to
address these issues, I laok forward to your responses to comments,

Respectfully submitted,

Dl fINET

WALTER PP, McNEILL
Attorney for Clear Creek CSD

cc:  Buford Holt, USBR _
Mark Hampton, North State Resources
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Letter from Clear Creek Community Services District Continued

5-5  Asnoted in Response 5-4, the flow agreement associated with this project maintains
current flow levels in Clear Creek. Impacts from the potential implementation of
increased flows in the Trinity River are outlined in a separate environmental impact
statement/environmental impact report (EIS/EIR) for that action. Any additional
impacts resulting from increased Trinity River flows are beyond the scope of this
analysis.

5-6  Asnoted above, implementation of additional flows through Section 3406 (b)(2) of
CVPIA and changes to Trinity River releases are beyond the scope of this project.
This project includes an agreement stating that releases into Clear Creek will remain
the same following removal of Saeltzer Dam. Accordingly, implementation of this
project will not affect public services and utilities. Although implementation of (b)(2)
flows and Trinity River flows have the potential to reduce water supply reliability in
the Sacramento Valley, they are beyond the scope of this analysis.
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F RTENDSS O F T H E RIVER

915 20cth Sereer, Sacramento, CA 95814 _ T e
916/442-3155 » FAX: 916/442-3396 » E-mail: info@fricndsoftheriver.org f i\‘!;l‘fridnaiﬂtﬁgt'i?eriorg
RECErvE

CALIFORNIA'S

STATEWIDE RIVER JL13 o
CONSERVATION :
ORGANIZATION July 12, 2000 |
BOAROF DIRECTOR M. Buford Holt
Pt Gt it -5, Bureau of Reclamation
Sentor Coutsel Fint amendmens 16349 Shasta Dam Boulevard
Shasta Lake CA 96019
Scort Armsrong
Orumer, All OQuedooes River Ca .
Jacaueline Ball Re: Saeltzer Dam Fish Passage and Flow Protection Pfoject
Resourcs Manager Joint Environmental Assessment (EA)/Initial StudywPa
4o S
Redrest CEO. Touje orl. Dear Mr. Holt:
Nancy Harrls Dalwin
Principal, Harris and Assoclates ‘s . .
M Do Thank you for providing the opportunity to comment on this important

Prasident and CEO, UtilitvGuide.com pl‘OjECf.
Mark Dubois, Direcror Emeritur

e oordinatar, Friends of the River strongly supports the proposed removal of the

R Ferroggiee, Traner McCormick-Saeltzer dam on Clear Creek. Removal of the dam will

Picips Feoggaro restore 10 miles of spawning habitat for threatened spring run chinook
e e salmon and steelhead, and increase downstream flows to benefit both fish

T, Trace Mesdows and riparian habitat. As noted in the EA, removal of the dam will also

Sommunis College eliminate the possibility of the catastrophic failure of the dam, as well as

ok Loney inerease public safety by removing a facility that is currently a dangerous

The Next Generation attractive nuisance.

Laurei Mascus .

et s s Ao The joint federal and state project known as the CALFED Bay-Delta

Hiscrise Mow, Vice Chair Restoration Program has recommended the removal of the McCormick-

Froentind CEO. AmeanaTrenr Gaeltzer dam as a way to restore a small portion of the 90% of Central

Po pecor, Caomin Lgee ¥ @11€Y Salmon and steelhead habitat that has been permanently biocked

of Conservation Voters by dams over the past century. The EA should also acknowledge that

RikRes ensuring fish passage and adequate flows to maintain healthy fish

S g populations are required by the California Fish and Game Code and the

Berh Rasndlquist public trust doctrine of the California Constitution.

Qwner, Riven and Mounrains

Dy Sordoal The Bureau of Reclamation ultimately controls all the flow in Clear Creek

Comemznicy Colegs Dise. through releases from its Whiskeytown dam, which is located about 10

ToAne Siinnes, Vice Cimir miles upstream of the McCormick-Saeltzer dam. The Bureau is proposing

Touey B P an increase in minimum stream flows for fish in Clear Creek from

Suc Steinber Whiskeytown dam, by restoring the flows back into creek that the dam

Mo Seirverg formerly diverted into the Townsend ditch. However, these flows are

Nors Conare, e offi considerably less thant those recomumended by the federal government’s

Finanil Avaye, Agless Tehmolegims  Aniadromous Fish Restoration Plan (AFRP), which calls for flows up to
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 200 cubic feet per second (cfs). The Bureau’s own environmental analysis
Beosy Reifnider uses the higher (200 cfs) flow for its estimate of restored fish spawning

ASSOCIATE DIREGCTOR.
Meg Jobnzon

CONSEAVATION DIRECTOR
Speve Evans

DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR
Richard Peauy

@ A NONPROFIT TAX DEDUCTIBLE QRGANIZATION
— |
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Letter from Friends of the River Dated July 12, 2000

6-1 This project is consistent with the provisions of the California Fish and Game Code.
Public trust doctrine has been used to protect fishery resources in California;
however, implementation of the public trust doctrine is subject to a wide variety of
interpretations.
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habitat provided by the McCormick-Saeltzer dam removal project. We recommend that
the final decision for this project adopt the higher AFRP flows for Clear Creek that more
fully restore fish and riparian habitat.

Removal of the McCormick-Saeltzer dam would also enhance public lands along Clear
Creek acquired by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) to restore fish and wildlife
habitat impacted by past mining activities, and to provide for whitewater boating,
hiking, and other recreation opportunities. The final decision for this project should
comply with resource condition objectives, land use allocations, and management
actions that the BLM has established for the Clear Creek area.

6-3

In addition, the BLM has determined that more than 13 miles of Clear Creek upstream
of the dam site are eligible for National Wild & Scenic River status in recognition of the
creek’s outstanding recreational, scenic, and natural values. The final project should
ensure protection of the creek’s free flowing character and outstanding values.

6-4

We are particularly concerned about the statement in the EA noting that sediment
excavated from behind the dam would be placed on public lands owned by the state or
by the BLM (pg. 1-7). We urge that sediments that may be removed from behind the
dam be used to restore and revegetate existing mine tailings, rather than simply
deposited to add to the existing degradation created by past mining activities,

6-5

We are also concerned about the statement in the EA that the stability buttresses used to
provide access to the dam for its removal will be kept in place to synchronize release of -
residual sediments. The EA should be explicit about how long the buttresses will
remain in place and what will be dorne if the buttresses pose a problem to the passage of
fish and recreational boaters.

6-6

More than half the water diverted by the dam seeps from a seven-mile long ditch. The
seepage is illegally used by various landowners along the way, even though they do not
own or pay for the water. One entrepreneur uses the seepage to fill a water skiing lake.
People indirectly benefiting from this seepage are demanding compensation from the
public if the dam and diversion are removed, despite the fact that they have no legal
right to the water. The public is simply not obligated to compensate these people for
the potential loss of a resource for which they do not have an entitlement or own.

6-7

— " s A

Please notify us of the Bureau’s final decision concerning this important project.

Sincerely,

Steven L. Evans
Conservation Director
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Letter from Friends of the River Continued

6-2

6-4
6-5

6-6

6-7

Page 3-21 of the EA/IS states that CDFG, USFWS, and Reclamation will enter into an
Instream Flow Preservation Agreement to maintain releases at current levels. The
flow agreement formalizes commitments made to date. Additional physical
improvements in the creek are still being investigated, but are not a part of this
project. Additional flow releases may be made through allocation of water under
Section 3406 (b)(2) of the CVPIA. However, such additional releases are speculative
at this point, largely due to the draft nature of proposed Anadromous Fish
Restoration Program (AFRP) flows and uncertainty regarding (b)(2) water. For
further discussion of the impacts of water management following implementation of
Section 3406 (b)(2) of the CVPIA, please refer to the Programmatic EIS prepared for
the CVPIA. Additionally, Section 3406 (b)(12) of CVPIA will require separate
environmental documentation for any recommended changes to Clear Creek flows.

The Proposed Project is consistent with Bureau of Land Management (BLM) goals to
restore the lower Clear Creek Corridor. The BLM has expressed interest in obtaining
ownership of the property at Saeltzer Dam once the dam has been removed from the
site. The CDFG will likely transfer ownership to the BLM following completion of
the Proposed Project. We assume that the BLM will manage this land appropriately
as described in their resource plans.

Thank you for your comment. No response is necessary.

As noted on page 3-33 of the EA/IS, sediments removed from the dam will be placed
on a terrace above the floodplain, covered with top soil, and revegetated. Sediment
will likely be placed in areas without existing vegetation, potentially including
dredge tailings.

The Lower Clear Creek Floodway Rehabilitation Project has identified mine tailings
as a valuable source of material for use in rehabilitating areas of the creek channel
and floodplain that have been seriously degraded by past mining activities. That
project is currently using mine tailings available on public lands within the lower
Clear Creek corridor to restore a severely degraded 1.6-mile long section of lower
Clear Creek located downstream of Saeltzer Dam. Borrow sites, from which mine
tailings are to be removed, are also being restored by creating additional wetland
and upland habitats. Fine sediments that will be removed from behind Saeltzer Dam
will be spread on existing road surfaces on the south side of the project and will be
revegetated with native species.

The downstream stability buttress will be constructed of spawning gravel and will
be left in place following removal of the dam. If necessary, the buttress will be
notched to allow fish passage after dam removal. The resource agencies are currently
planning to release a flushing flow downstream of Whiskeytown Dam during
normal winter flood control operations to assist distribution of the spawning gravels
that form the stability buttress downstream. It is anticipated that winter flows will be
sufficient to push the gravel downstream, removing the need for additional work on
the buttresses.

Thank you for your comment. No response is necessary.
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sacramento figes
river §

i

July 12, 2000 s

Michael Ryan, Area Manager i

U.5. Buresu of Rectamation e b

Northern Calitornia Area Office i

16348 Shasta Dam Boulevard L !
Shasta Lake City, CA 96019-8400 /(0 /‘/"

Calitornia Department of Fish and Game
601 Locust Street /\
Redding, CA 96001

o J -
Don Koch, Regional Manager (@ )ﬁf ,?5)

Dear Sirs:

i R ORS00 A

The Sacramenta River Preservation Trust (Trust) has done a cursory review
of the Joint Environmental Assessment/Initial Study (JEA/IS) Public Draft
of the Saeitzer Dam Fish Passage and Flow Protection Project and would
iike to make the following comments,

4
I
i
:
£
H

/~ 1)0npage 1-4, under 1.2.1 Project Need, in reference to an Instream Fiow
Preservation Agreement, it is stated that "CDFG, USFWS and Reclamation
would enter into an agreement ta ensure that Reclamation's future bypasses
or reieases at Whiskeytown Dam are, at a minimum, equivalent to the
bypasses or releases made pursuant to the existing informal agreement
among Reclamation, USFWS, and the National Park Service (NPS)." Please

71 < indicate when this agreement would be entered into and what the current
bypasses/releases are, as well as providing a definition of the word
"informal.” :

The next bullet on the same page referenced above indicates additional
tisheries habitat made availabie durlng flow releases of 200 cfs. What is
\_ the relationship of this statement to the agreement highlighted above?

N AN R A

ki

2) On page 1-7, 1.3.2 Water Exchange, it is stated that *Reclamaticn has

7.9 entered into an agreement with the shareholders of the TFWDC to modify
their existing water right .. within Shasta County.” Perhaps we overiooked
it, but it appears that a copy of this agresment is not included in the JEA/IS.
The Trust hereby requests that this document be included as an appendix

BO. Box 3366, Chico, CA 95027 : ‘
(530) 345- 1465 , @

3-42 RDD/003671672.D0C (CAH804.DOC)



COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE PUBLIC DRAFT EA/IS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Letter from Sacramento River Preservation Trust Dated July 12, 2000

7-1

The Instream Flow Preservation Agreement is a component of the Proposed Project
and will be entered into prior to approval of this project. The agreement will provide
for minimum flow releases of:

— 50 cfs from January 1 through October 31 (all water years)
— 100 cfs from November 1 through December 31 (normal water years)
— 70 cfs from November 1 through December 31 (critical water years)

Since approximately 1964, Reclamation has been operating Whiskeytown Dam and
Reservoir in accordance with an informal agreement with USFWS and the National
Parks Service (NPS). The word “informal” simply refers to the fact that this
agreement was never signed by the resource agencies and therefore was not
formalized.

The agreement was not finalized at the time of publication of the Public Draft EA/IS.
A copy of the agreement is included as Appendix C of this document.
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3) On page 4-3, 4.1.2 Potentia) Water Transfers, there is a reference to the
Muletown Tunne) as it relates to the provision of 900 acra-fest that would

7.3 be made available annually to CCSD. We were unabie to identity the location
of this tunnel on the maps provided in the JEA/IS and heraby request that it
be clearly identified somewhere in the document, most logically as part of
Figure 3-8,

4} Also on page 4-3, 4.2 Growth-Inducing Impacts, it is stated that the 900
acre-feet provided to CCSD wouid be used to "accommodate existing -

7-4 demands, and would potentially be used te accommodate planned growth
within the CCSD rather than induce growth.” Please give 3 definition of the
word “planned” as used in this context.

Qverall, the Trust is very excited about this pro ject and believes it shouid
move farward with ail due haste. We look forward to your response to our
comments above. Shouid you have any questions, please don't hesitate to
contact us,

Sincerely,
q . E

Jehn Merz
Chair, Board of Directors

CC.  interested partiss
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Letter from Sacramento River Preservation Trust Continued

7-3  Anamended version of Figure 3-6 is included in this document showing the location
of the Muletown Conduit (Appendix D).

7-4  The Centerville CSD maintains forecasts of growth within the District. Planned
growth refers to growth anticipated by the District.

RDD/003671672.DOC (CAH804.DOC) 3-45



COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE PUBLIC DRAFT EA/IS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

" R
8 RECEpE-y
1 !
International Rivers Network R ' i
Buford Holt, -
Bureau of Reclamation =55 :
6349 Shasta Dam Bouievard [7ol®) SR

Shasta Lake CA 96019
bholt@mp.usbr.gov.

This letter is to express the support of International Rivers Network (IRN) for the
removal of the McCormick-5aeltzer dam. IRN is an international environmental and
human rights group. We work with a global network of people who are working to
protect their rivers and watersheds. We work to halt destructive river development
projects and to encourage equitable and sustainable methaods of meeting needs for
water, energy and flood management. With our River Revival project IRN promotes
the restoration of rivers through dam decommissioning.

IRN supports the removai of the McCormick-Saeltzer dam for many reasons. First,
removal of the dam will restore habitat for threatened salmon and steelhead, as well
as riparian habitat for numerous wildlife species. Dam removal is consistent with the
Bureau of Land Management’s goais to restore pubiic recreaticn opportunities, and
protect scenic and natural values along the creek. Dam removal will also increase
public safety by removing an attractive but dangerous nuisance and eliminate the
possibility of future catastrophic dam failure.

A i o DS M W T Al et

A T ST

Once the dam is removed, the Bureau of Reclamation should follow the
recommendations of the Anadromous Fish Restoration Plan and adopt instream flows

8-1 of at least 200 cfs to fully restore fish habitat in Clear Creek. Gravel and sediment
-remeved from-behind the dam should be used.to reclaim mine tailings along the
creek, and ensure restoration of scenic and recreation values.

Finally, we do not feel that those currently indirectly benefiting from seepage from
8-2 the dam’s diversion ditch should be compensated for the loss of water they do not
own or purchase.

Thank you for taking the time to read our comments. Should you have any questions
feel free to contact our office at the number given below.

ttar—

River Revival Coordinator

Linking Human Rights and Environmental Protection

1847 Berkeley Way Berkeiey, CA 94703 USA  {510) 848-1155 (510} 848-1008 fax
www.irn.org

&
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Letter from International Rivers Network Dated July 11, 2000

8-1 Please see Response 6-2.

8-2 Please see Response 6-7.
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L Biford Heit - Comments on "Saeltzer Dam: Fish Passage and Flow Pratection Project” document Page 1|

9

From: "Richard Baumann” <rib@snowcrest.net>

To: "Harry Rectenwaid” <hrectenw@DFG.CA.gov>, "Buferd Holt* <bhait@mp.usbr.gov>
Date: 6/16/00 4:04PM

Subject: Comments on "Saeltzer Dam: Fish Passage and Flow Protection Project” document
Gentlemen:

| will be in New York State and unable to attend the June 22nd public meeting, but | read the entire
docurnent this afternoon and want to compliment you on its compieteness. | could not find any areas that
haven't been adequately addressed as far as negative impacts.
As you well now, | have been an advocate of solving the Saeltzer Dam fish passage problem as soon as
possible and | have worked with several fisheries conservation organizations toward that end. All of us are
pleased that the dam.removal now appears to be on a "fast track." We look forward to that joyous day
when salmon and steelhead will be able freely spawn alf the way to Whiskeytown Dam.
The document, by its nature, focuses more on the potential negative consequences of the dam remaval,
But, to me, it understates how important the establishment of steelhead and Spring-run salmon

9-1 populations are to the overail saimonid restoration efforts in our state, and in the country as as whole. We
are talking about VERY significant numnbers of fish here, in an almost perfect environment as far as water
quality, termperature and flows are concemed. And then, of course, there will be further significant
increases for the Fall and late Fall run Chinook. Small wonder that Lower Clear Creek has been long
considered a "slam dunk” by those in the fisheries restoration business. | am personally very pleased that
the "siam dunk” finally appears to be nearing reality. In a few years, when these new saimon and
steelhead runs are established and self-sustaining, it will be a source of great pride to all of us in the area. .
Having the only westside Sacramento River tributary with 3 races of salmon, plus steelhead, plus rainbow
trout makes Redding and the surrounding area a much more “valuable” place. And it demonstrates that all
the various government fisheries restoration programs CAN produce significant results.
| fully support the finding of "no significant impact® 2and look forward to talking to you when i return from

9-2_ myvi
Richard Baumann

T
%
£
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Letter from Richard Baumann Dated June 16, 2000

9-1  Thank you for your comment. No response is necessary.

9-2  Thank you for your comment. No response is necessary.

RDD/003671672.DOC (CAH804.DOC) 3-49



COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE PUBLIC DRAFT EA/IS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

10

- -~ 4
CRRISIAL Bl v l\.

~ l(::-\
RECESNE-

CI947957 NEW HOGAN LAKE CONSERVANCY
1995 5BI-C3

June 24,2000

Sseltzer Dam MQU discussions

Dear Interested Fartles;

The Conservancy and the Calaveras RBlver Steering Comm-
lttee support the use of funds to recpen Clear Creek to
enhance anadromus spawning/nursery area below Whigky-
town Dam.We are working on anadromus projects in San
Joaquin and Calaveras counties to enhance that fishery.

Pre 1970 projects have decimated fishery runs due to the
loss of hablitat and over-contracting of water to all of
the various water agencles without regard to fishery needs,
water quality,delta flow and bedlead transport {gravel).

We support thls lmportant long needed action with two
ma jor reservations prior to signing final agreement,

I.Pre I91k water may not be scold and transferred out of
district or county unless. 504 ° 1s returned for fish/
10-1 < wildlife use and the district pays no storage Tee on that
50%,A11 water moved cut of district comes under post I9Ik
regs.Post I9IM water contracts algso follow thils pattern.

A S

'2,The payment of $2.5 million should be reduced by§.5
milllion.There 1ls no need to waste tax dollars to buy
a contract stipulatlion(promise)not to build what 1s to
10-2 be permanently removed,There 1is ne need teo pay for that
-2 < ground below hlghwater mark(of creek)as the channel and
fish are public domain.
Fishery enhancement needs can be protected by the ESA
_ Threatened Steelhead rules.in effect June I9,2000.

We thank Townsend Water District for thelr assistance
in fishery restoration and hope they don't insist on
selling us a high priced Chevy at a Lerus price.

Respectfully;

%@%mw
John €, Bailne
cc1BOR Tegelman
NMFS Smith
. John C. Raine, Project Manager

7311 Stabulis Road, Valley Springs, CA 95252 (209) 786-2470
Non Profit. . - .
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Letter from New Hogan Lake Conservancy Dated June 24, 2000

10-1  Thank you for your comment. No response is necessary. Please see Appendix C for
the latest version of the agreement.

10-2  Thank you for your comment. No response is necessary. Please see Appendix C for
the latest version of the agreement.
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. Buford Holt - Support far the removal of McCarmick-Saeltzer dam

From: cbeef <cheef@ix.netcom.com>

To: <bholt@mp.usbr.gov>

Date: 6/27/00 10:32PM

Subject: Support for the removal of McCormick-Saeltzer dam

Please heip bring down the McCarmick-Saeltzer dam. We need to address
the cost of the "free ride’ we give a few landholders when we allow the

obvious candidates for dam remgval {o remain in place.
Remember -

... Removal of the dam will restore habitat for threatened salmon and
stealhead, as well as.riparian habitat for numerous wildlife species.

... Darn removal should be consistent with the Bureau of Land Management* s
goals to restore public recreation opportunities,and protect scenic and

naturai values along the creek.

... Dam removal will aiso increase public safety by removing an atiractive
but dangerous nuisance and eliminate the possibility of future

catastrophic dam failure.

... Gravel and sediment removed from behind the dam should be used to
reclaim mine tailings along the creek, and ensure restoration of scenic

and recreation values,

... Those indirectly benefiting from seepage from the dam* s diversion
ditch should not be compensated for the loss of water they do not own or

purchase.

[ we clean up as we go along, we'll end up with a mix of sbectacular

land and efficient use of resources.

Charles Kuhn, PE
Kuhn & Kuhn

3-52

instream flows of at least 200 cfs to fully restore fish habitat in
Clear Creek, as recommended by the Anadromous Fish Restoration Plan.

{ ... Once the dam is removed, the Bureau of Reclamation should adopt
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Letter from Charles Kuhn, PE Dated June 27, 2000

11-1  Please see Response 6-3.
11-2  Please see Response 6-2.
11-3  Please see Response 6-5.
11-4  Please see Response 6-7.
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Corley Phillips ! 9‘ \_ e
9748 Weddington Cirele Gramite Ray CA 95?&3;? Ll
<=

RS

-y
i
pentd

June 27, 2000

Buford Holt

Bureau of Reclamation

16349 Shasta Dam Boulevard
Shasta Lake CA 96019

Dear Mr. Hoit:

I am writing in support of removing the McCormick-Saeltzer dam on Clear Creek.

Removal of the dam will restore habitat for threatened salmon and steethead. as well as riparian
habitat for numerous wildlife species. As an avid fisherman, I am particularly encouraged by the
California Department of Fish and Game estimates that the Clear Creek fishery could be tripled if
habitat is restored by removing the dam and inereasing instream flows.

Once the dam is removed, I also urge the Bureau of Reclamation should adopt instream fiows of
12-1 at least 200 cfs to fully restore fish habitat in Clear Creek, as recommended by the Anadromous
Fish Restoration Plan.

According to the California Department of Water Resources, the 88 year-old dam's structural
integrity is questionable and its removal would efiminate potential catastrophic failure in a future
ficod. In addition, the dam poses a public safety hazard that has resuited in numerous injuries and
fatalities to swimmers and other recreationists attracted to the unsafe site.

i
i
%
2
&
H
i
s
i
3
i
{
¥
¥

This is a dam that clearly should go, so I was outraged to hear that those indirectly benefiting
12-2 from seepage from the dam's diversion ditch are requesting compensation. No one should be
compensated for the loss of water they do not own or purchase.

Sincerely,

!

Corley Phillips

o 7 LW S B £ 5 IR ¢ e g ], S T T

(918) 774 2741 phone (916) 733 9038 Iax corley@ns.net
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Letter from Corley Phillips Dated June 27, 2000

12-1  Please see Response 6-2.
12-2  Please see Response 6-7.
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Letter from Greg Ungelback Dated June 27, 2000

13-1 Please see Response 6-2.
13-2  Please see Response 6-7.
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14 e

960 Vista de la Mesa Drivé vl 0 D'

Santa Barbara, Ca. 93110 .
29 June 2000 | 1 RE T TELT
4 . H
Buford Holit I ?40 i i
Bureau of Reclamation X o | !
Sty Yryine V3l e it-S5
Shasta Lake, Ca 96019 f%‘" __—, t
_Riss i

Re: Removal oi' the McCormick-Saeltzer Dam

Sir:

1 am writing to support the removal of the McCormick-Saeltzer Dam. |
understand that, according to the California Depariment of Water Resources, the
structural integrity of this 88 year-old is questionable, and its removal would eliminate
potential catastrophic failure in a future flood. In addition, the dam poses a public safety
hazard that has resulted in numerous injuries and fatalities to swimmers and others
attracted to the site.

In addition to these issues of safety and cbsolescence, I know that removal of the
dam has the potential for restoring both habitat for threatened salmon and steelhead, as
well as riparian habitat for numerous wildlife species. (I am assuming that any plan for

14-1 { dam removal will be consistent with the Bureau of Land Management1s goals to restore
public recreation opportunities, and protect scenic and natural values along the creck.)
Further, in order to maximize the potentiai for restoration of habitat for steethead and

14-2 { salmoan, I suppart the adoption of instream flows of at least 200 cfs in Clear Creek. (This
level recommended by the Anadromous Fish Restoration Plan.)

Finally, I strongly believe that those indirectly benefiting from seepage from the
14-3 dam's diversion ditch have invalid claims for loss of water they do not own or have not
purchased.

Thank you for your kind consideration.

Yours truly,
LT
m £ Olasn,
Valerie F. Olson
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Letter from Valerie F. Olson Dated June 29, 2000

14-1  Please see Response 6-3.
14-2  Please see Response 6-2.
14-3  Please see Response 6-7.
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<

|

]
June 25, 2000 _ \ pwd e ol %
Buford Helt
Bureau of Reclamation
16349 Shasta Dam Boulevard
Shasta Lake, CA 96019

Dear Mr. Holt: o | eomsiat
H ! 1

1 am writing to urge you to consider removing the McCormick-Saeltzer Dam and look forward to hearing Vour-— ..

comments back on this issue. T B e e

Caiifornia has many dams and some of these structures are no longer needed. uneconormical, and environmentally
damaging—MecCormick-Saeltzer is one of them

wildfife species. [f and once the dam is removed. the Bureau of Reclamation should adopt instream flows of at least

Removing the dam will restore habitat for threatened salmon and steelhead, as well as riparian habitat for numerous
15-1
200 ¢fs to fully restore fish habitat in Clear Creek, as recommended by the Anadromous Fish Restoration Plan,

These two steps along with a few other approaches will have the most positive benefit for future fisheries and Clear
Creek.

Again, | ook forward to hearing your position on this issue.
Sincerely,
A

S

Tract Sheehan

5531 Bassi Road
Lotus, CA 95651
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Letter from Traci Sheehan Dated June 25, 2000

15-1 Please see Response 6-2.
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FEDERATION OF FLY FISHERS™
Notthern Califoraia Coangil o Fishing

July 5, 2000

Buford Halt

Bureau of Reclamation

16349 Shasta Dam Boulevard :
Shasta Lake CA 96019 ) T i

RLES

Subject: Comments on McCormick-Saeltzer Dam EIR

The Northern California Council of the Federation of Fly Fishers represents over 30
affiliated clubs and thousands of anglers. Our members are not only interested in
fishing, but they are frequently involved in river and stream restoration projects. We
have been actively supporting the removal of McCormick-Saeltzer Dam. Following are
our comments on the EIR for this important project.

» The removal of this dam is an important priority for restoration of our fisheries.
Removal will restore habitat for threatened salmon and steelhead, as well as
riparian habitat for numerous wildlife species.

» The dam is a public nuisance. Removal will avoid potentiai injuries at the site and
will eliminate the possibility of catastrophic failure.

s The actual removal should be done in a way that is consistent with BLM’s goais to
16-1 { restore public recreation opportunities. The completed project should restore scenic
and naturai areas along the creek. :
* Inmeetings we have attended, the Department of Fish and Game has highlighted
16-2 the need for increased minimum flows in Clear Creek to support fish restoration.
Once the dam is removed, the Bureau of Reclamation should adopt instream flows
of at least 200 cfs to fully restore fish habitat in Clear Creek.

6.3 e Gravel and sediment removed from behind the dam should be used to ensure
16- { restoration of scenic and recreational values.

* We are outraged that current beneficiaries of ditch seepage would claim rights to

16-4 water or compensation for loss of water. Those who have benefited from ditch
seepage should not be compensated for the loss of water they have never owned or
purchased.

— I

RDD/003671672.D0C (CAH804.DOC)



COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE PUBLIC DRAFT EA/IS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Letter from Federation of Fly Fishers Dated July 5, 2000

16-1  Please see Response 6-3.
16-2  Please see Response 6-2.
16-3  Please see Response 6-5.
16-4  Please see Response 6-7.
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Respectiully submitted,

DA e

Robert N. Ferroggiaro

Vice President, Conservation

Northern California Council - Federation of Fly Fishers
8270 Oak Leaf Way

Granite Bay, CA 95746

Tel {916) 791-6391

E mail ferro@ns.net
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Letter from Federation of Fly Fishers Continued
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[E_Gford Holt - Caiifornia Citizen Andy-:J_onés sirongly en_c;Ju_rages the removal ofMcCormick-Saeltzer dam

From: “Andrew O. Jones" <aojones@ucdavis.edu>

To: <bholt@mp.usbr.gov>

Date: 7/6/00 3:46PM

Subject: California Citizen Andy Jones strongly encourages the removal ofMcCormick-Saelzer
dam

Buford Holt

Bureau of Reclamation,
16349 Shasta Oam Bivd,
Shasta Lake, California 96018

Dear Mr Hoit;

As a Califernian who greatly treasures free-flowing rivers,
streams and creeks, and who would like to preserve the majesty of our
state's waterways for future generations, | strangly encourage the
Bureau of Reclamation to remove the McCormick-Saeitzer dam,
Obviously removal of this dam will restore the habitat and homes of
the endangered salmon and steethead in this area, as weli as habitat
for many other species of wildlife. Furthermore, | believe the

17-1 remaval of this dam is consistent with the BLM's plans to restore
recreation opportunities and protect natural and scenic values aleng
the creek. :

Please let me know what action you will take on this important matter.

Sincerely Yours,
Cr. Andrew Jones

3686 El Segundo Avenue
Davis, CA 95616
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Letter from Dr. Andrew Jones Dated July 6, 2000

17-1  Please see Response 6-3.
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Letter from Kay Sullivan Undated

18-1  Please see Response 6-2.
18-2  Please see Response 6-5.
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